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Abstract 
Background: Concentration and purification of ethanol and other biofuels from fermentations are energy-intensive 
processes, with amplified costs at smaller scales. To circumvent the need for these processes, and to potentially 
reduce transportation costs as well, we have previously investigated bio-hybrid fuel cells (FCs), in which a fermenta-
tion and FC are closely coupled. However, long-term operation requires strictly preventing the fermentation and FC 
from harming each other. We introduce here the concept of the vapor-fed bio-hybrid FC as a means of continuously 
extracting power from ongoing fermentations at ambient conditions. By bubbling a carrier gas (N2) through a yeast 
fermentation and then through a direct ethanol FC, we protect the FC anode from the catalyst poisons in the fermen-
tation (which are non-volatile), and also protect the yeast from harmful FC products (notably acetic acid) and from 
build-up of ethanol.
Results: Since vapor-fed direct ethanol FCs at ambient conditions have never been systematically characterized (in 
contrast to vapor-fed direct methanol FCs), we first assess the effects on output power and conversion efficiency of 
ethanol concentration, vapor flow rate, and FC voltage. The results fit a continuous stirred-tank reactor model. Over 
a wide range of ethanol partial pressures (2–8 mmHg), power densities are comparable to those for liquid-fed direct 
ethanol FCs at the same temperature, with power densities >2 mW/cm2 obtained. We then demonstrate the continu-
ous operation of a vapor-fed bio-hybrid FC with fermentation for 5 months, with no indication of performance degra-
dation due to poisoning (of either the FC or the fermentation). It is further shown that the system is stable, recovering 
quickly from disturbances or from interruptions in maintenance.
Conclusions: The vapor-fed bio-hybrid FC enables extraction of power from dilute bio-ethanol streams without 
costly concentration and purification steps. The concept should be scalable to both large and small operations and 
should be generalizable to other biofuels and waste-to-energy systems.
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Background
Biofuels have become an increasingly important source 
of energy over the past several decades, and of these 
fuels, ethanol is the most advanced, with well-established 
production and distribution [1, 2]. It is already a major 
gasoline additive in many countries, and is a stand-alone 
transportation fuel in Brazil. Ethanol has an intermedi-
ate specific energy density of 30 MJ/kg, between that of 
gasoline (45 MJ/kg) and methanol (23 MJ/kg), and higher 
than the sugar from which it is derived (16 MJ/kg) [3–5]. 
It has the advantage that microbial fermentations can 
produce ethanol from a variety of feedstocks [6–11], 
more quickly and at higher concentrations than other 
biofuels [12–14]. The yeast Saccharomyces cerevisiae 
is particularly quick and efficient in producing ethanol 
from simple sugars. For example, Brazilian industrial eth-
anol production from cane sugar and molasses achieves 
concentrations of 8–11% (v/v) within a period of 6–11 h 
at 32–35  °C [15]. Currently used industrial strains of S. 
cerevisiae are also capable of producing high titers of eth-
anol, which reduces the energetic and economic costs of 
downstream processing, and further enhancements are 
possible through genetic manipulation [16].
There has been significant interest in using biofu-
els such as ethanol with fuel cells (FCs). In part this is 
because with combustion-driven power generation much 
Open Access
Biotechnology for Biofuels
*Correspondence:  david.m.mackie.civ@mail.mil 
†Marcus S. Benyamin, Justin P. Jahnke, and David M. Mackie contributed 
equally to this work 
Army Research Laboratory, 2800 Powder Mill Road, Adelphi, MD 20740, 
USA
Page 2 of 13Benyamin et al. Biotechnol Biofuels  (2017) 10:68 
of a biofuel’s inherent energy content is pre-spent in puri-
fication, organism recycling, and water removal [17]. 
Distillation alone can consume about a third of the total 
chemical energy in the biofuel [18, 19]. Pervaporation 
membranes are under development as a more efficient 
means of concentrating biofuels, particularly in dilute 
fuel streams [20]. Transportation costs also, both for 
biofuels and their pre-cursors, are significant (and often 
overlooked) [21, 22]. These parasitic energy losses make 
bio-ethanol a less viable alternative to fossil fuels for 
combustion, from both an environmental and economic 
standpoint. In contrast, FCs are able to operate efficiently 
using dilute fuel streams [23–25]. In particular, proton-
exchange membrane FCs actually require water for the 
anode reaction and to keep the FC’s Nafion proton-
exchange membrane (PEM) ionically conductive [26], so 
the most costly production step—water removal—can be 
skipped, at least in principle.
Further, since FCs are not limited by the Carnot cycle, 
in theory they can be extremely efficient [27]. PEM FCs 
using hydrogen as fuel have achieved efficiencies over 
50% [28], and >70% efficiency has been demonstrated 
by solid oxide FCs with waste heat captured by a turbine 
[29, 30]. At ambient or slightly elevated temperature, 
methanol FCs have lower efficiencies, around 30%, due 
to higher reaction overpotential and methanol crosso-
ver [31]. Currently available direct ethanol FCs have low 
efficiencies near room temperature, mainly because their 
anode catalysts rarely break carbon–carbon bonds. But 
research is ongoing into improving metal catalysts [32, 
33], developing enzymatic catalysts [34, 35], and improv-
ing membranes [32, 36, 37]. In the meantime, ambient-
temperature direct ethanol FCs serve well as proxies for 
other FC technologies, while being readily available and 
easy to operate, over a range of scales.
Bio-hybrid FCs attempt to link the biotic and abiotic 
steps of fuel production and use as closely as possible. 
A microbial culture produces a biofuel, and the culture 
liquid (fermentate) is used directly in a FC to produce 
electrical power with minimal processing [38, 39]. Of 
course, this introduces complications, because the biotic 
and abiotic processes interact harmfully with each other. 
For instance, thiol and amine groups on proteins (present 
in rich growth media) will bind readily and irreversibly 
to deactivate noble metal catalysts, such as the plati-
num–ruthenium on direct ethanol FC anodes [40, 41]. In 
our experience, this deactivation takes only minutes, 
and is difficult to undo [39]. Also, excessive alkali metal 
cations (e.g., Na+, K+) that are present in many growth 
media block the H+ conduction channels in PEMs [42]. 
Prior work has demonstrated that spent yeast fermenta-
tions can be used in a direct ethanol FC without purifica-
tion if the growth medium minimizes such components 
[39]. Further work has shown that the use of rich media 
(allowing for faster ethanol production) with a bio-hybrid 
direct ethanol FC is possible, provided that a reverse 
osmosis (RO) membrane is used to passively separate the 
anode from the fermentation [38]. However, over long 
time periods (1  week), catalyst poisoning decreases FC 
performance, presumably from amino acids that man-
age to get past the RO membrane [43]. In the opposite 
direction, there is also the problem that at near-ambient 
temperature the primary oxidation product of Pt–Ru 
direct ethanol FCs is acetic acid rather than carbon diox-
ide [44–47]. Acetic acid readily back-diffuses through an 
RO membrane and kills the yeast at one or two percent 
concentration [48]. Other solvent-using technologies and 
solvent-generating organisms are likely to have similar 
issues of fouling and product inhibition, respectively [49] 
(e.g., alcohols to aldehydes [50], carbon dioxide capture 
by ethanol and ammonia [51], E. coli genetically modified 
to produce ethanol [52], and ABE bacteria [53]). Thus, 
while there are significant energetic and economic ben-
efits to combining the biotic and abiotic processes that 
together produce electrical power, some decoupling of 
fermentation and FC also seems desirable, and is perhaps 
unavoidable [54].
An alternative method of delivering ethanol from the 
fermentation to the FC would be transferring ethanol 
via the vapor phase by the bubbling of an inert gas as 
shown in Fig. 1 (industrially known as “stripping”). Strip-
ping and similar methods (e.g., pervaporation) have been 
investigated as methods for removing solvents from fer-
mentations, often in combination with later distillation 
steps [19, 53]. They generally have lower energetic costs 
than distillation by itself, especially at low solvent con-
centrations [55]. (This has made them particularly rel-
evant for acetone–butanol–ethanol fermentations where 
butanol concentrations of only a few weight percent kill 
the organisms [53].) These methods should strongly dis-
criminate against non-volatile compounds present in the 
media. In particular, salts and polypeptides are known 
to be highly non-volatile [56]. Thus, while ethanol and 
water vapor are carried to the anode of the FC, harm-
ful components should be left almost exclusively in the 
fermentation, preventing them from poisoning the FC 
catalyst. Moreover, there is the additional advantage that 
waste acetic acid from the FC should be washed out by 
the flowing gas, along with any excess ethanol or water 
vapor, protecting the FC and the fermenting organism(s) 
from acetic acid poisoning. In summary, this setup 
should allow a FC to be run directly off the fermentation 
without any additional processing. However, this requires 
ensuring several things: that the FC can operate at rea-
sonable power densities on the concentrations of ethanol 
vapor that can be obtained in the gas stream; that the 
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concentration of harmful components in the gas stream 
is low enough to minimize poisoning of the FC catalyst; 
and that the acetic acid is indeed kept from returning to 
the fermentation.
Interestingly, while direct ethanol FCs have been run 
on ethanol vapors at elevated temperatures [44], very lit-
tle work has been done examining the behavior of vapor-
fed direct ethanol FCs at room temperature [57], and no 
systematic study has been published. This is despite the 
fact that a great deal of work has been done on vapor 
phase operation of direct methanol FCs and has demon-
strated benefits to running FCs on vapor feeds [58–61]. 
For example, in liquid phase operation, the methanol 
concentration must be kept low to reduce crossover and 
mixed potential effects but vapor phase operation can 
use more concentrated methanol, increasing the energy 
density of the carried fuel [62]. While fuel crossover is 
not such a major issue for direct ethanol FCs, one would 
expect benefits to near-ambient vapor phase operation of 
direct ethanol FCs, especially if they are coupled to a fer-
mentation as a bio-hybrid FC.
Here we report the operation and performance char-
acteristics of a novel ambient-temperature (25  °C) 
vapor-fed bio-hybrid FC. It is shown that the power and 
current densities obtained from vapor-fed operations are 
comparable to the values for liquid-fed operation, and 
that the FC can run near-optimally over a wide range of 
ethanol concentrations (2–8  mmHg, equivalent to satu-
rated gas obtained from bubbling through 3–15% etha-
nol solutions). Having characterized the vapor-fed FC, its 
long-term potential is demonstrated by operating it for 
5  months in combination with a yeast fermentation to 
supply the ethanol. This study shows that a vapor-fed FC 
has the potential to be operated in continuous mode over 
long periods of time, in contrast to previous work [63]. 
In addition, the ethanol production rate is increased, pre-
sumably by preventing ethanol from reaching concentra-
tions that retard fermentation.
Methods
The overall setup has three parts. (Compare Additional 
file 1: Figure S1, § Overall Setup.) In the first part, nitro-
gen is bubbled through a fermentation or an ethanol–
water mixture. In the second part, the bubbled nitrogen 
carries ethanol and water vapor into a FC, which pro-
duces electrical power (carbon dioxide from fermenta-
tions would travel this same route, but is not expected to 
affect FC performance [64]). The optional third part is a 
cold trap, and is only for evaluating the output of the first 
or second part. The three parts are detailed in the sec-
tions below.
Water was deionized with a reverse osmosis mem-
brane and passed through a Barnstead Nanopure water 
polisher. Nitrogen gas was house dry nitrogen originat-
ing in liquid nitrogen boil-off. Glucose and ethanol were 
from Sigma, >99.5% purity, and ethanol was ACS reagent 
grade. Yeast extract was of microbiology grade, from 
Sigma, and bacteriological peptones were from Fluka. All 
reagents were used as-received.
Vapor delivery system
Ethanol in the vapor phase was obtained by bubbling 
(sparging) nitrogen through either ethanol–water mix-
tures or ongoing fermentations, using a glass-bonded air 
diffuser with a maximum pore size of 80 μm (Bubblemac, 
BB1030F). The height of the bubbling column was 15 cm. 
Preliminary experiments showed that this height was suf-
ficient to saturate the nitrogen with ethanol and water 
vapor at even the highest flow rate (see Additional file 1: § 
Vapor–Liquid Equilibrium). The output gas mixture was 
sent either directly to the cold trap (for evaluation), or 
through the FC anode reservoir (to provide fuel for elec-
trical power). The nitrogen flow rate was controlled with 
flow meters (Cole-Parmer, UX-32470 series) or mass flow 
controllers (Omega, FMA 5500 series), depending on the 
flow rate. The temperature of the bubbling apparatus was 
held just above room temperature (23–25  °C) to keep it 
Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of vapor-fed bio-hybrid fuel cell (FC). 
Carrier gas is pumped through a bubbler and into an ongoing fer-
mentation. This removes ethanol and water as a vapor in the bubbles, 
leaving behind non-volatiles. The ethanol/water vapor is fed into a FC 
to produce electrical power. The exhaust may be processed further 
(not shown) to recover water, carrier gas, and unused fuel
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stable, using a digital incubator (Boekel, 133000). For the 
given ratios in the ethanol–water mixture and a given 
temperature, the partial pressures of ethanol and water 
being carried by the nitrogen were predicted using Wil-
son’s equation [65]. Predictions were verified using the 
cold trap; see section “Cold trap” below.
Fermentations
The S. cerevisiae VL3 wine yeast strain (Zymaflore, Bor-
deaux, France) was used in all experiments and was 
always grown in rich YPD media, containing 2% yeast 
extract, 2% bacteriological peptone, and dextrose (glu-
cose). YPD media models many of the aspects of a 
sugar-rich food waste stream, with lipids and proteins of 
various sizes. It is known to rapidly poison FCs such as 
those used here [39, 48]. The initial glucose concentration 
was 6% (w/v). Glucose was added in increments of 7.5 g 
(6%) or 3.75  g (3%) equally to bubbled and control fer-
mentations at regular intervals (usually twice per week). 
Starting liquid volume was 125 mL. Either 5 or 10 mL of 
water was also added weekly to the bubbled fermentation 
to replace the water lost in vapor. In the long-term bub-
bled fermentation, the glucose concentration was allowed 
to vary widely, between 0.5 and 6%, to test the stability 
of the system. Prior to using this fermentation with the 
vapor-fed FC, nitrogen was bubbled through it at a flow 
rate of 30  mL/min. After 24  h, the output gas mixture 
was connected to the other parts of the experiment. Con-
trol fermentations were prepared and maintained in the 
same manner, except without any nitrogen bubbling. The 
concentrations of fermentation components were deter-
mined using IR spectroscopy, just prior to additions of 
glucose and water.
Fourier transform infrared (FTIR) spectroscopy
IR spectra were obtained with an Alpha FTIR spec-
trometer (Bruker Optics Inc.: Billerica, MA, USA) with 
a diamond attenuated total reflection attachment. To 
determine the composition of samples, the sample spec-
tra were deconvolved using reference spectra and a least 
squares fitting method [66]. Typically, 48 scans were col-
lected on a 50  μL sample and water backgrounds were 
collected prior to measurement. The methodology was 
tested extensively against known mixtures and compared 
to HPLC and was found to have an absolute error in the 
concentration percentage of 0.1% or less (for example, a 
concentration reported as 2.3% was 2.2–2.4%, at the 95% 
confidence level).
Fuel cells
The FC components of the vapor-fed FC system were 
typical direct methanol FCs that were obtained from 
fuelcellstore.com (SKU 1071041, H-Tec Ind., GmbH, 
single plate methanol/air PEMFC that had 2.68  cm2 of 
active area, where active area is the measured area of the 
anode). These FCs were chosen to be consistent with our 
previous studies, in which we ran them in the conven-
tional manner, as liquid-fed direct ethanol FCs [39, 48]. 
The membrane electrode assembly (MEA) has Pt–Ru/C 
as the anode catalyst, Pt/C as the cathode catalyst, and 
a Nafion® 117 proton-exchange membrane. The acrylic 
housing for the MEA has a cylindrical reservoir (1.5 mL) 
on the anode side with two fill holes. When the FCs were 
run with vapor feeds, these two holes were used as the 
vapor inlet and outlet. Prior to use, the FCs were cleaned 
by soaking in 5% (v/v) sulfuric acid overnight, per manu-
facturer’s instructions. When in use, the FCs were kept in 
the same digital incubator as the ethanol–water mixture 
(or the fermentation), at 23‒25 °C.
Electrical measurements
Electrochemical characterization of the vapor-fed FC 
system was done with an eight channel VMP3 poten-
tiostat obtained from Biologic (Claix, France). The FC’s 
cathode was used as both a pseudo-reference and as the 
counter electrode. Performance of FCs was characterized 
with chronoamperometric (I-t) measurements poised 
at 200  mV, and with variable voltage measurements 
between 0 and 500 mV. In the former, 200 mV was cho-
sen because previous experiments had shown that was 
near the optimal voltage for the FCs being used, when 
fueled with liquid ethanol/water in batch mode. In the 
latter, the vapor-fed FCs were held at 200 mV for 2 h to 
reach a steady state before the voltages were varied, and 
the current was recorded. The voltage was stepped and 
held for 20 min at each target voltage, then stepped and 
held at 200 mV in between target voltages. This ensured 
that the vapor-fed FC system could reach a steady state at 
each voltage. The voltages were stepped rather than con-
tinuously swept, because we were unsure of the response 
time of the vapor-fed FC system. Although the voltage 
is stepped discontinuously rather than swept, the data 
produced are similar to a linear sweep voltammogram 
(LSV). The power is calculated as the product of the volt-
age (potential, which is set by the electrochemical work-
station) and the measured output current of the FC. All 
error bars shown on the electrochemical data represent 
the standard deviation for at least three independent 
runs. Where error bars are not shown, such as some of 
the voltage sweeps and the long-term bio-hybrid FC, only 
a single run was done; the uncertainty is expected to be 
similar to data where multiple runs were done.
Conversion values were obtained by integrating current 
measurements, and the plotted results are based on the 
assumptions that Faradaic losses are negligible, and that 
all ethanol is converted to acetic acid (with 4 electrons 
Page 5 of 13Benyamin et al. Biotechnol Biofuels  (2017) 10:68 
produced per molecule of acetic acid). Also, the thermo-
dynamic efficiency of the FC was calculated on the basis 
of the converted ethanol and considering only ethanol 
oxidation to acetic acid, in consideration of the fact that 
acetic acid is the major product of ethanol oxidation in 
DEFCs [57]. The enthalpy change of ethanol oxidation 
to acetic acid is roughly one-third of the total enthalpy 
available from oxidation of ethanol to carbon dioxide. 
The rate of ethanol consumption in the FC was calculated 
from the coulombic data using our previous assump-
tions, although gravimetric analyses gave similar (but less 
accurate) results. This rate was multiplied by the enthalpy 
of oxidation of ethanol to acetic acid to obtain the chemi-
cal energy available to the FC. By dividing the calculated 
power output by the resulting enthalpy rate, we are able 
to obtain a power conversion efficiency for the FC.
Cold trap
To verify the vapor composition (either before or after 
running it through a FC), a dry ice–ethanol cold trap 
(−80 °C) was used to condense any ethanol, water, acetic 
acid, and acetaldehyde in the vapor stream. Using FTIR 
and gravimetric analysis, we determined that the rela-
tive and absolute amounts of ethanol and water passing 
into the cold trap matched the values established from 
Wilson’s equation over the range of operating conditions 
used in this study (see Additional file 1: § Vapor–Liquid 
Equilibrium). These methods were also used to establish 
the product distribution in runs with FCs. In capturing 
volatile products from the FC effluent gas, amounts of 
acetic acid, acetaldehyde, water, and unused ethanol in 
the outlet stream were quantified.
Results and discussion
Vapor‑fed direct ethanol FCs
Though liquid-fed operation of direct alcohol FCs is well-
studied in the literature, little data exist for operation 
using a humidified ethanol vapor feed at near-ambient 
temperatures. Ghumman and Pickup used such a system 
to examine the effect of voltage pulses on carbon dioxide 
generation [57]. They used a low flow rate of 27 mL/min, 
a moderate ethanol concentration of 6% (1M), and flow-
ing H2 at the cathode to maintain a stable reference. We 
can find no other studies of ambient-temperature ethanol 
vapor-fed FCs in the literature. We therefore first system-
atically studied the performance of this system, separate 
from any fermentation.
In vapor-fed FCs, the ethanol partial pressure should 
influence the FC performance in a manner similar to 
ethanol concentration in the liquid phase [58, 62, 65]. 
To examine the role of ethanol partial pressure, different 
gas mixtures were run through the FC anode at very high 
flow rates (1  L/min). Over the range of ethanol–water 
mixtures examined (0.5–15% ethanol), the partial pres-
sure of water in the vapor feed remains roughly constant 
(within 5%) at 20.5  mmHg, while the 1  L/min flow rate 
ensures that the FC is consuming only a small fraction of 
the ethanol passing through (<5%). In this way, the for-
mation of products and their effect on the reaction kinet-
ics is small, and the concentrations of ethanol and water 
in the FC can be assumed to be constant.
Figure  2 shows the resulting current output of the FC, 
with a voltage fixed at 200 mV, as a function of ethanol par-
tial pressure. A second x-axis at the top of the graph shows 
the solution ethanol concentration for reference. At low 
partial pressures, the current density increases nearly line-
arly with ethanol concentration, consistent with a pseudo-
first-order reaction with respect to ethanol (rate constant 
36  min−1). At higher ethanol partial pressures, the cur-
rent density peaks near 3.5 mmHg at a value of 13.6 mA/
cm2, slightly higher than the peak current density obtained 
when these same FCs are run on liquid ethanol–water 
mixtures at the same temperatures and voltage [39, 43, 48]. 
At higher ethanol partial pressures, there is a large run-
to-run variability, along with an apparent slight decrease 
in current density. Similar decreases are observed in FCs 
running on liquid fuels [39, 67]. The decrease in perfor-
mance likely arises from ethanol crossing over through the 
Nafion separator, which produces a mixed potential and 
lowers performance [36, 68]. Overall, these results dem-
onstrate that FCs running on ethanol–water vapor can 
achieve power densities comparable to those for liquid-fed 
FCs, over a wide range of ethanol partial pressures.
To investigate the impact of ethanol partial pressure 
on performance at different operating voltages, the FCs 
were fed with the vapor from ethanol–water mixtures 
at a high flow rate (1 L/min) as shown in Fig. 2, but the 
Fig. 2 Current density versus ethanol partial pressure. Concentra-
tions of ethanol in the bubbling solution are given at the top of the 
graph. The line is drawn to guide the eye. The error bars represent 
the standard deviation of three independent runs. As ethanol partial 
pressure increases, the current density increases, until a maximum is 
reached at 3.5 mmHg and 13.6 mA/cm2
Page 6 of 13Benyamin et al. Biotechnol Biofuels  (2017) 10:68 
potential was varied between 0 and 500 mV. The poten-
tial was stepped and held for 20 min to allow the FC to 
reach a steady state. The polarization curves and the cal-
culated power curves for various ethanol concentrations 
are shown in Fig. 3.
As shown in Fig.  3a, as the ethanol concentration 
increases, current output reaches a maximum and then 
decreases, though the optimal concentration depends 
on voltage. At high potentials (near 500 mV), the current 
output shown in Fig.  3a peaks at a low ethanol partial 
pressure of 1.7 mmHg (3% ethanol in bubbling solution). 
Since the reaction is limited by charge transfer at high 
potentials, ethanol crossover is a significant impairment 
to current output, especially at higher ethanol concen-
trations. For example, at 5.5 and 8.0 mmHg (10 and 15% 
ethanol solutions, respectively), the crossover is signifi-
cant enough that it has lowered the open-circuit poten-
tial to 400‒500 mV (as compared to 600‒700 mV at lower 
concentrations) resulting in zero net current. In contrast, 
near 0 mV, there is little resistance to charge transfer and 
the reaction is concentration or mass-transfer limited, so 
current increases with increasing ethanol partial pressure 
up to 5.5  mmHg. The small decrease in current output 
between 5.5 and 8.0  mmHg of ethanol (10 and 15% in 
solution) may be related to ethanol reducing H+ conduc-
tivity in the Nafion [69].
When considering the operating voltage at a particular 
concentration, the power density (Fig. 3b) is often more 
relevant than the current. As shown in Fig. 3a, the impact 
of ethanol crossover at high voltage is very apparent and 
causes a very large shift in the peak power towards lower 
voltages at higher ethanol partial pressures: 500–150 mV 
between 0.3 and 8.0  mmHg of ethanol. Interestingly, 
while peak power is low at both high and low ethanol 
concentrations, at intermediate ethanol partial pressures 
(i.e., between 1.7 and 5.5 mmHg) the peak power density 
changes by <25%, even though the optimal voltage shifts 
between 150 and 300 mV.
Similar effects have been noted in previous work with 
liquid-fed direct ethanol FCs, as well as work by oth-
ers with direct methanol FCs. LSV data for a liquid-fed 
direct ethanol FC are shown in Additional file 1: Figure 
S5 to examine whether there are differences in optimal 
FC operating voltages between liquid-fed and vapor-fed. 
When comparing these identical FCs, the optimal volt-
ages for a given ethanol solution are comparable up to 6% 
ethanol, though the instantaneous open-circuit voltages 
are slightly higher for vapor-fed direct ethanol FCs. The 
current and power densities, obtained at ambient tem-
perature with an air-facing cathode, are broadly similar 
to other direct ethanol FCs, but it is likely that further 
enhancements could be obtained with additional engi-
neering of the FCs, especially its cathode [70, 71]. The 
energy from ethanol oxidization to acetic acid is con-
verted to electrical energy at efficiencies typical for direct 
ethanol and direct methanol FCs (approaching 40% 
at 500  mV) [25], but the overall process efficiencies are 
much lower, in large part due to the inability to fully oxi-
dize ethanol to carbon dioxide. Additionally, only a small 
fraction of the ethanol is converted at high flow rates, 
although as discussed below higher single-pass conver-
sions can be obtained by reducing the flow rate. Direct 
methanol FCs are known to suffer severe performance 
drops from methanol crossover, though systems that 
feed methanol as a vapor have been shown to mitigate 
crossover [72]. For both methanol and ethanol, vapor-fed 
operation may offer a means of reducing crossover, and 
control of the voltage allows for higher-power operation 
across a range of partial pressures.
Fig. 3 Current density (a) and power density (b) of the vapor-fed FC versus voltage, for a range of ethanol partial pressures. Three runs were done 
for the 1.7 mmHg ethanol data, and the standard deviation of the data is shown in the error bars. As the partial pressure increased, the peak power 
point shifted to lower voltages. Maximum power density of 2 mW/cm2 was obtained for 1.7 mmHg (3% ethanol in solution), at 280 mV. Lines are 
polynomial fits to guide the eye
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The behavior of the FC versus flow rate was as expected 
from the current dependence on concentration (Fig.  2). 
We determined the dependence of current output on 
flow rate at constant potential (200  mV) and constant 
composition of the vapor stream (1.7  mmHg). Figure  4 
shows how the current density varies with flow rate. An 
ethanol partial pressure of 3.1 mmHg falls in the pseudo-
first-order region for ethanol partial pressure (see Fig. 2), 
allowing the current densities to be fit using a continuous 
stirred-tank reactor (CSTR) model with first-order reac-
tion kinetics (for the equations used, see Additional file 1: 
§ CSTR Model). The CSTR model was chosen because of 
the rapid mixing of gas expected in the fuel reservoir at 
the anode of the FC. Based on this model, and the rate 
constant determined based on the data shown in Fig. 2, 
a fit was obtained (red dashed line in Fig.  4) that is in 
excellent agreement with the flow rate current densities. 
At high flow rates (≥250 mL/min), the current densities 
were comparable to currents achieved with batch liquid-
fed operation [39, 48, 63]. At low flow rates, the current 
drops substantially, since the effective ethanol concentra-
tion in the FC is lower due to conversion of the ethanol to 
acetic acid and other products.
The current data shown in Fig.  4 can also be used to 
determine an ethanol conversion that can be compared 
with results from gravimetric analyses. Figure  5 shows 
the coulombic conversion of ethanol in the vapor-fed FCs 
as a function of flow rate, for a fixed voltage (200  mV) 
and ethanol partial pressure (1.7 mmHg). The dashed line 
shows the expected conversion based on a CSTR model. 
Conversion to acetic acid (4 electrons per ethanol mol-
ecule) was used as the basis for the figure, because ace-
tic acid is the primary product of ethanol oxidation [57], 
and because it represents a more complete oxidation of 
ethanol than conversion to acetaldehyde, the most com-
mon secondary product. Based on gravimetric analysis 
of the cold-trap condensate of the FC effluent gas, ace-
tic acid is almost exclusively produced at high flow rates 
(~20:1 acetic acid-to-acetaldehyde ratio in products at 
1000  mL/min). At lower flow rates the percent of acet-
aldehyde in the products increases, reaching 12% at 
200  mL/min and 21% at 100  mL/min. In all cases, the 
mass balance based on the inlet vapor and condensate 
approximately closes (within 10%), as does the electron 
balance from the current output and condensate (assum-
ing 2 electrons per molecule of acetaldehyde, 4 electrons 
per molecule of acetic acid, and no Faradaic losses). Etha-
nol conversions >60% are observed at our lowest tested 
flow rate of 10 mL/min.
The voltage response of the vapor-fed FC depends on 
the flow rate as shown in the variable voltage data plotted 
in Fig. 6. Figure 6a shows current as a function of voltage, 
while Fig.  6b shows power as a function of voltage. At 
very low flow rates, (<50 mL/min) the current and power 
increases for all voltages as flow rate increases. However, 
as the flow rate increases further, the current output 
increases only at low voltages (<400 mV). In this regime, 
the reaction is likely mass-transfer limited with charges 
created at the anode having little resistance flowing to the 
cathode [28]. In contrast, at higher voltages, the vapor-
fed FC is likely limited by charge transfer between the 
anode and the cathode. These effects also shift the opti-
mal voltage to higher voltages as the flow rate decreases. 
Though there is a 55% drop in current output at 200 mV 
when running the FC at 1000  mL/min as opposed to 
50  mL/min, the peak power only drops 28% between 
1000 and 50  mL/min. There is a trade-off between low 
flow rates that produce low power densities with high 
conversions and high flow rates that produce higher-





















Fig. 4 Current from vapor-fed FC fixed at 200 mV versus gas flow 
rate. Ethanol partial pressure was 1.7 mmHg, achieved by bubbling 
through 3% ethanol (blue diamonds). The error bars represent the 
standard deviation of three independent runs. The red dashed line is 
the prediction of the continuous stirred-tank reactor (CSTR) model, 
using the measured reactor volume and a rate constant obtained 























Fig. 5 Ethanol conversion in the vapor-fed FC versus gas flow rate 
through 3% ethanol solution (ethanol partial pressure of 1.7 mmHg), 
with the FC fixed at 200 mV. Note the logarithmic x-axis. The dashed 
green line shows the CSTR prediction
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due to their low single-pass conversion. Since operating 
at lower flow rates may be desirable to reach higher con-
versions, the high power density available across a range 
of flow rates should be highly beneficial. Additionally, 
running the vapor-fed FCs at higher voltages should ena-
ble more of the ethanol’s energy to be captured as elec-
trical power with minimal losses in the power density, 
especially at low flow rates.
Bio‑hybrid fuel cells
In “Vapor-fed direct ethanol FCs” section, we showed 
that vapor-fed FCs have similar performance to liquid-
fed direct ethanol FCs when operating on ethanol–water 
mixtures. Here we show one of the major advantages of 
vapor-fed FCs: the ability to operate on complex mixtures 
such as fermentations that often contain components 
that poison FCs. To demonstrate these capabilities, the 
vapor-fed FC was run as a bio-hybrid FC with an ongo-
ing yeast fermentation as the ethanol source. The fermen-
tation was run with a rich medium (YPD) that is known 
to rapidly poison FCs [38]. Even with an RO separation 
membrane to help purify the ethanol from the fermenta-
tion, liquid-fed bio-hybrid FCs have a >90% reduction in 
power density over a period of 1 week when running on 
rich media [48].
Because ethanol was constantly being removed from 
the fermentation, the bubbled fermentation appeared to 
be maintainable indefinitely simply by adding sugar and 
water periodically. A nitrogen flow rate of 30  mL/min 
was used to ensure reasonable ethanol conversion by the 
FC; this flow rate was sufficient to keep the ethanol con-
centration of the 125 mL fermentation between 4 and 8% 
ethanol when 3.75 g of glucose was added twice per week 
(i.e., every 3–4 days). A preliminary 1-month bio-hybrid 
FC run at higher flow rates is shown in Additional file 1: 
Figure S5.
The vapor-fed FC can operate with an ongoing fer-
mentation for at least 5  months while maintaining a 
power density >0.3  mW/cm2. The current density and 
fermentation ethanol concentration for the first 90 days 
are plotted in Fig. 7. The baseline vapor-fed FC charac-
terization was used to provide an expected current den-
sity for the bio-hybrid FC based on the average ethanol 
concentration (4‒8%), the flow rate (30  mL/min), and 
the operating voltage (200 mV). Over the first 30 days, 
the ethanol concentration was roughly 7%, with fluctua-
tions between 6 and 10%; the current density averaged 
3.5 mA/cm2 while the expected current density for this 
ethanol concentration and flow rate was roughly 5 mA/
cm2. This modest difference between the expected 
current density and the actual current density may be 
linked to the extended operation of the FC in the bio-
hybrid FC configuration (months in Fig.  7 vs. hours in 
Figs. 2, 3, 4, 5). In month-long runs, current density can 
decline due to build up of reaction products on the cata-
lysts and limit on the lifetime of the FC [73, 74]. Despite 
these issues, the FC runs nearly as well over the last 
60 days, as shown in Fig. 7, as over the first 30 days, with 
a modest drop in current attributable to the decline in 
the fermentation ethanol concentration from roughly 
7 to 4.5%. The hourly and daily average current densi-
ties for the entire 5-month run are shown in Addi-
tional file 1: Figure S6, § Averaged 5-Month Data. These 
results clearly demonstrate that the FC performance is 
maintained for at least 150 days when running as a bio-
hybrid FC.
One interesting effect of the fermentation on the FC is 
that whenever sugar is added to the fermentation, spikes 
Fig. 6 Current density (a) and power density (b) of the vapor-fed FC versus voltage, for a range of gas flow rates at 1.7 mmHg ethanol. Three runs 
were done for the 1000 mL/min ethanol data, and the standard deviation of the data is shown for the error bars. As the flow rate increased, the 
peak power increased, as expected. The peak power point also shifted to lower voltages. Maximum power density of 2 mW/cm2 was obtained for 
1000 mL/min, at 280 mV. Lines are polynomial fits to guide the eye
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appear in the current density. These dramatic increases 
take several minutes to build up after reconnecting 
the gas flow. This time frame suggests the current den-
sity increases are caused by disrupting the gas flow and 
fermentation headspace. Purely electrical changes in 
the system would only require seconds to take effect. 
Increased ethanol in the fermentation would require 
hours, so that also cannot be the cause (although it may 
lengthen the effect). We can reproduce the effect by 
briefly substituting air for the ethanol/water vapor, but 
not by briefly cutting off the vapor flow, strongly suggest-
ing oxygen as the cause. Addition of oxygen to the anode 
fuel stream induces a similar effect in hydrogen-fed pro-
ton-exchange membrane FCs, where it is thought to react 
with adsorbed carbon monoxide and reactivate the poi-
soned catalyst [75]. We therefore hypothesize that, after 
long-term operation of the FCs, oxygen clears catalytic 
sites of adsorbed CO species and/or other non-reactive 
molecules that are intermediates or products in ethanol 
electro-oxidation. Regardless of the reason, the increase 
in power lasts for days, which is 1000× longer than the 
several-minutes-long interruption. A practical device 
might do well to purposefully incorporate oxygen addi-
tion, either through inclusion of a small amount of air or 
through an alternating flow scheme.
The fermentation can also be run for very long times 
with little loss in ethanol production rate, allowing more 
ethanol to be produced than in a batch fermentation. 
Concentrations were obtained bi-weekly just prior to 
addition of glucose and water, via FTIR spectroscopy of 
small samples of the fermentation liquid, as explained 
in the “Fourier transform infrared (FTIR) spectroscopy” 
section. Since opening the fermentation causes current 
spikes as discussed above, samples were normally taken 
only when glucose and water were being added to the 
fermentation. Figure  8 shows the concentrations of the 
major components of the bubbled fermentation versus 
time, for about 90  days, while Additional file  1: Figure 
S7, § Control Fermentation shows the concentrations of 
major components of the control (non-bubbled) fermen-
tation operating in the same conditions but without bub-
bling. In the control fermentation, ethanol builds up to 
16% over 2 weeks, but then only another 2% is produced 
by the yeast. In contrast, when the fermentation is run-
ning with a bio-hybrid FC, the nitrogen bubbling pre-
vents the ethanol concentration from building up beyond 
10%, which would slow the fermentation and also be 
undesirable for FC operation. Eventually the ethanol con-
centration settles down to 4.5–5%, at the lower end of the 
concentration range for optimal FC operation. Since the 
rate of ethanol production in the control fermentation 
slows down noticeably once it has reached even modestly 
higher ethanol concentrations (ca. 10% and above), sugar 
accumulates in the fermentation. In contrast, because of 
the faster fermentation in the bubbled fermentation, the 
glucose concentration remains consistently low when 
samples are taken (normally <1%, although around day 











































Fig. 7 Long-term performance of a vapor-fed bio-hybrid FC versus run time, in days. Ethanol was stripped from a 125 mL yeast fermentation and 
fed into a FC (with area of 2.68 cm2). The FC current density (at 200 mV) was measured at intervals of 1 s, and is plotted as a black line, using the 
left-hand y-axis. The ethanol concentration of the fermentation was measured just prior to most feedings, and is plotted as red dots, using the right-
hand y-axis (The red line is only a visual aid; it is not data.)
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glucose concentrations indicate that the fermentation is 
sometimes glucose limited, and that more feeding would 
probably allow a higher ethanol concentration to be sus-
tained, if desired. Even without optimizing the glucose 
addition rate, the yeast fermented 75 g of glucose over the 
course of 90 days. The gas leaving the fermentation, being 
saturated with ethanol, stripped 34 g of ethanol from the 
fermentation for use by the FC (45% of the glucose mass). 
Since the maximum theoretical yield is 39  g of ethanol 
(ignoring the yeast’s metabolic needs), the yield was 87%. 
By comparison, using the same strain and a fermentation 
in which a high initial concentration of glucose (30‒40%) 
is used, a yield of 66% is obtained (data not shown). Pre-
sumably the yeast grown for months with stripping pro-
duces higher ethanol yields than yeast grown for days in 
batch operation because the former are spending almost 
100% of their time in stationary phase rather than growth 
phase. Similar yeast conditions can be obtained in batch 
operation, such as the technique used by Brazilian etha-
nol producers where yeast is collected and re-used at the 
end of a fermentation. This keeps the yeast in a metabolic 
state that produces ethanol, not biomass [15]. Yields of 
91% are reported, comparable to our result of 87% [15].
The variations in the concentrations of the lesser com-
ponents are also instructive. The concentrations of ace-
tic acid (filled black triangles) and glycerol (filled green 
squares) both grow steadily for 30  days before plateau-
ing and remaining stable for the next 60 days (note that 
the acetic acid concentration shown is ×10). Glycerol 
is commonly produced as a minor component by yeast, 
and builds up in the fermentation due to its low volatil-
ity. The acetic acid is probably also produced by yeast 
metabolism [76], rather than backflow from the FC, 
given its very low concentration in the fermentation. The 
low acetic acid concentration is crucial, since previous 
work has demonstrated that the amounts of acetic acid 
produced by a FC can wipe out a suitably sized fermen-
tation within days if not excluded or suitably remedi-
ated [43]. Since the acetic acid is now a component of 
the output stream, it may be possible to break it down 
further in a separate reactor or microbial FC using bac-
teria that can consume acetate and produce fuel gases 
(e.g., methane), such as Shewanella oneidensis [77], 
Anaeromxyobacter dehalogenans [78], or Geobacter sul-
furreducens [79]. Yeast extract and bacteriological pep-
tone are low concentration components of the growth 
medium that provide yeast with material for cellular syn-
thesis. Their combined concentration (Y + P, open cyan 
circles) is steady for about 25  days, and then gradually 
declines to about 3/5 of its original level. Concomitantly, 
a visible layer of dead yeast cells was observed at the bot-
tom of the fermentation vessel, suggesting that some of 
these components were being trapped in dead cells. This 
decline in Y + P was slowing by 90 days suggesting that 
Y +  P was being slowly released by deteriorating dead 
cells. Quick checks with light microscopy show many 
cells in the process of budding (data not shown). All of 
these observations indicate continued yeast cell forma-











































Fig. 8 Major components of the bubbled fermentation versus time. Y + P = combined yeast extract and bacteriological peptone. Products are 
closed symbols; reactants are open symbols. Ethanol concentrations are plotted against the right-hand abscissa. The acetic acid concentrations actu-
ally range from 0.1 to 0.3%; they are plotted ×10. Connecting lines are intended only as visual aids for long-term trends; they are not data
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Conclusion
In this paper we have demonstrated the concept of an 
ambient-temperature (25  °C) vapor-fed bio-hybrid FC. 
We have shown that vapor-fed FCs have significant 
advantages for operating as bio-hybrid FCs with ongoing 
fermentations. Fermentations generally contain compo-
nents that irreversibly poison a FC catalyst if placed in 
direct contact, but these components are normally non-
volatile and therefore can be excluded when operating 
from a vapor feed. In the case of a yeast (S. cerevisiae) 
fermentation, the fermentation and the FC can oper-
ate together for at least 5 months with little decrease in 
the fermentation rate or FC current, in contrast to other 
bio-hybrid FC geometries where performance decreases 
markedly over 1 week [48].
We have also characterized the behavior of room tem-
perature direct ethanol FCs fed with ethanol vapors 
and have shown that their performance is comparable 
to liquid-fed operation. As expected from results with 
methanol vapor-fed FCs, the ethanol vapor-fed FCs can 
operate near peak efficiency over a wide range of etha-
nol concentrations (2‒8  mmHg, equivalent to bubbling 
through 3‒15% ethanol solutions), in contrast to liquid-
fed FCs which often have narrower operation regimes. 
Further enhancements in the power densities and power 
conversion efficiencies would be expected with additional 
engineering of the FC catalysts, membrane, and anode 
and cathode geometries. Given the long-term operation 
of the FC with the fermentation demonstrated here, it 
should now be possible to investigate these other areas 
without risk of damaging the FC. Because the FC and fer-
mentation are not as intimately coupled as bio-hybrid FC 
designs based on separation membranes, it would also be 
possible to explore FC conditions (such as elevated tem-
peratures) that are not biocompatible.
We also expect this bio-hybrid FC design to have ben-
efits for the operation of fermenters. The ability to pro-
duce ethanol continuously is known to have a number 
of benefits in terms of ethanol production rates and 
overall ethanol yield; we have observed these benefits 
in our setup as well. Because the FC can run at reason-
able power densities from vapors from dilute ethanol 
solutions, organisms can be selected for properties such 
as ethanol production rate or ability to digest complex 
substrates rather than maximum ethanol tolerance. In 
principle, the FC could also pull stripped gas from sev-
eral organisms (which may be incompatible), in separate 
tanks with separate volumes and conditions, producing 
different fuels while degrading different components of 
a waste stream. For example, removing carbohydrates 
and ethanol at a first stage would force anaerobes at later 
stages to direct their slow but wide-ranging metabolism 
solely toward other components of the waste stream. 
These later stages would also take better advantage of the 
strengths of microbial FCs in degrading wastes and toxic 
chemicals [80–82], and in reducing total organic content 
(TOC) [81, 82], and could increase overall energy recov-
ery. Finally, the active-vapor-fed bio-hybrid FC presented 
here relies on technology that is adaptable to a wide range 
of scales, from scavenging of smaller or remote biomass 
sources that would otherwise be neglected, to industrial-
sized plants.
Abbreviations
FC: fuel cell; RO: reverse osmosis; YPD: yeast peptone dextrose; IR: infrared; 
FTIR: Fourier transform infrared; HPLC: high performance liquid chromatogra-
phy; PEM: proton-exchange membrane; MEA: membrane electrode assembly; 
LSV: linear sweep voltammogram; CSTR: continuous stirred-tank reactor; TOC: 
total organic content.
Authors’ contributions
All authors contributed equally to the design, operation, analysis, and writ-
ing of this study. DM mentored MB, with help from JJ. DM conceived and 
designed the overall experiment, which JJ and MB refined. JJ ran a prelimi-
nary experiment that first validated the concept. DM and MB constructed 
the setup for this manuscript’s experiments. JJ suggested Wilson’s equation 
and the CSTR and MB verified. DM developed the FTIR technique. JJ and MB 
developed the LSV-like technique. MB took most of the data, with the remain-
der taken by JJ and DM. All authors contributed to analysis and discussion 
of the data. All authors wrote sections of the manuscript, and heavily edited 
one another’s contributions, with DM as the final editor. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgments
The authors would like to thank Cadet Charles G. Speer, United States Military 
Academy, for producing Fig. 1 on our behalf, and Dr. James J. Sumner, U.S. 
Army Research Laboratory, for helpful discussions.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Availability of data and materials
All data generated or analyzed during this study, which are necessary to 
interpret, replicate, and build upon the findings reported, are included in this 
published article and its supplemental information file. Raw data that would 
not normally be of interest, such as FTIR spectra, are available upon reasonable 
request.
Funding
All authors were supported with internal ARL research funding. Jahnke’s fund-
ing was channeled through the Oak Ridge Associated Universities Fellowship. 
Benyamin’s funding was channeled through the College Qualified Leaders 
(CQL) program administered by the Army Educational Outreach Program.
Received: 11 August 2016   Accepted: 10 March 2017
References
 1. Badwal SPS, Giddey S, Kulkarni A, et al. Direct ethanol fuel cells for trans-
port and stationary applications—a comprehensive review. Appl Energy. 
2015;145:80–103. doi:10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.02.002.
Additional file
Additional file 1. Supporting Data and Analysis.
Page 12 of 13Benyamin et al. Biotechnol Biofuels  (2017) 10:68 
 2. Soloveichik GL. Liquid fuel cells. Beilstein J Nanotechnol. 2014;5:1399–
418. doi:10.3762/bjnano.5.153.
 3. Lamy C, Coutanceau C, Leger J-M. The direct ethanol fuel cell: a challenge 
to convert bio-ethanol cleanly into electric energy. In: Barbaro P, Bianchini 
C, editors. Catalysis for sustainable energy production. Weinheim: WILEY-
VCH Verlag GmbH & Co.; 2009. p. 3–46.
 4. Atkins PW. The elements of physical chemistry. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press; 1993. p. 70 (Calculated from the standard enthalpies of 
combustion).
 5. Bossel U. The physics of the hydrogen economy. Eur Fuel Cell News. 
2003;10(2):1–16.
 6. Yasin NHM, Mumtaz T, Hassan MA, Rahman N’AA. Food waste and food 
processing waste for biohydrogen production: a review. J Environ Manag. 
2013;130:375–85. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2013.09.009.
 7. Vrieze JD, Plovie K, Verstraete W, Boon N. Co-digestion of molasses 
or kitchen waste with high-rate activated sludge results in a diverse 
microbial community with stable methane production. J Environ Manag. 
2015;152:75–82. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2015.01.029.
 8. Zhang C, Su H, Baeyens J, Tan T. Reviewing the anaerobic digestion 
of food waste for biogas production. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 
2014;38:383–92. doi:10.1016/j.rser.2014.05.038.
 9. Naik SN, Goud VV, Rout PK, Dalai AK. Production of first and second 
generation biofuels: a comprehensive review. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 
2010;14:578–97. doi:10.1016/j.rser.2009.10.003.
 10. Xue C, Zhao J-B, Chen L-J, et al. Integrated butanol recovery for an 
advanced biofuel: current state and prospects. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol. 
2014;98:3463–74. doi:10.1007/s00253-014-5561-6.
 11. Chung D, Cha M, Snyder EN, et al. Cellulosic ethanol production via con-
solidated bioprocessing at 75 °C by engineered Caldicellulosiruptor bescii. 
Biotechnol Biofuels. 2015;8:163. doi:10.1186/s13068-015-0346-4.
 12. Liu J, Dantoft SH, Würtz A, et al. A novel cell factory for efficient pro-
duction of ethanol from dairy waste. Biotechnol Biofuels. 2016;9:33. 
doi:10.1186/s13068-016-0448-7.
 13. Tian L, Papanek B, Olson DG, et al. Simultaneous achievement of high 
ethanol yield and titer in Clostridium thermocellum. Biotechnol Biofuels. 
2016;9:116. doi:10.1186/s13068-016-0528-8.
 14. Herring CD, Kenealy WR, Shaw AJ, et al. Strain and bioprocess improve-
ment of a thermophilic anaerobe for the production of ethanol from 
wood. Biotechnol Biofuels. 2016;9:125. doi:10.1186/s13068-016-0536-8.
 15. Basso LC, de Amorim HV, de Oliveira AJ, Lopes ML. Yeast selection for 
fuel ethanol production in Brazil. FEMS Yeast Res. 2008;8:1155–63. 
doi:10.1111/j.1567-1364.2008.00428.x.
 16. Snoek T, Nicolino MP, Van den Bremt S, et al. Large-scale robot-assisted 
genome shuffling yields industrial Saccharomyces cerevisiae yeasts with 
increased ethanol tolerance. Biotechnol Biofuels. 2015;8:32. doi:10.1186/
s13068-015-0216-0.
 17. Cunha AF, Missawa SK, Gomes LH, et al. Control by sugar of Saccharomy-
ces cerevisiae flocculation for industrial ethanol production. FEMS Yeast 
Res. 2006;6:280–7. doi:10.1111/j.1567-1364.2006.00038.x.
 18. Krochta JM. Energy analysis for ethanol. Calif Agric. 1980;34:9–11.
 19. Vane LM. A review of pervaporation for product recovery from biomass 
fermentation processes. J Chem Technol Biotechnol. 2005;80:603–29. 
doi:10.1002/jctb.1265.
 20. Xue C, Yang D, Du G, et al. Evaluation of hydrophobic micro–zeolite–
mixed matrix membrane and integrated with acetone–butanol–ethanol 
fermentation for enhanced butanol production. Biotechnol Biofuels. 
2015;8:105. doi:10.1186/s13068-015-0288-x.
 21. Searcy E, Flynn P, Ghafoori E, et al. The relative cost of biomass energy 
transport. Appl Biochem Biotechnol. 2007;137:639–52. doi:10.1007/
s12010-007-9085-8.
 22. Richard TL. Challenges in scaling up biofuels infrastructure. Science. 
2010;329:793–6. doi:10.1126/science.1189139.
 23. Andreadis GM, Podias AKM, Tsiakaras PE. The effect of the parasitic 
current on the direct ethanol PEM fuel cell operation. J Power Sources. 
2008;181:214–27. doi:10.1016/j.jpowsour.2008.01.060.
 24. Song S, Tsiakaras P. Recent progress in direct ethanol proton exchange 
membrane fuel cells (DE-PEMFCs). Appl Catal B Environ. 2006;63:187–93. 
doi:10.1016/j.apcatb.2005.09.018.
 25. Mekhilef S, Saidur R, Safari A. Comparative study of different fuel cell 
technologies. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 2012;16:981. doi:10.1016/j.
rser.2011.09.020.
 26. Ketpang K, Shanmugam S, Suwanboon C, Chanunpanich N, Lee D. Effi-
cient water management of composite membranes operated in polymer 
electrolyte membrane fuel cells under low relative humidity. J Membr Sci. 
2015;493:285–98. doi:10.1016/j.memsci.2015.06.055.
 27. Demirci UB. Direct liquid-feed fuel cells: thermodynamic and environ-
mental concerns. J Power Sources. 2007;169:239–46. doi:10.1016/j.
jpowsour.2007.03.050.
 28. Lamy C. From hydrogen production by water electrolysis to its 
utilization in a PEM fuel cell or in a SO fuel cell: some considerations 
on the energy efficiencies. Int J Hydrog Energy. 2016;. doi:10.1016/j.
ijhydene.2016.04.173.
 29. Hernández L, Kafarov V. Use of bioethanol for sustainable electrical 
energy production. Intl J Hydrog Energy. 2009;34:7041–50. doi:10.1016/j.
ijhydene.2008.07.089.
 30. Choudhury A, Chandra H, Arora A. Application of solid oxide fuel cell 
technology for power generation—a review. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 
2013;20:430–42. doi:10.1016/j.rser.2012.11.031.
 31. Yeh P, Chang CH, Shih N, Yeh N. Durability and efficiency tests for 
direct methanol fuel cell’s long-term performance assessment. Energy. 
2016;107:716–24. doi:10.1016/j.energy.2016.04.091.
 32. Kamarudin MZF, Kamarudin SK, Masdar MS, Daud WRW. Review: direct 
ethanol fuel cells. Int J Hydrog Energy. 2013;38:9438–53. doi:10.1016/j.
ijhydene.2012.07.059.
 33. Han B, Carlton CE, Suntivich J, et al. Oxygen reduction activity and stabil-
ity trends of bimetallic Pt0.5M0.5 nanoparticle in acid. J Phys Chem C. 
2015;119:3971–8. doi:10.1021/jp5129904.
 34. Galindo-de-la-Rosa J, Arjona N, Arriaga LG, et al. Evaluation of alcohol 
dehydrogenase and aldehyde dehydrogenase enzymes as bi-enzymatic 
anodes in a membraneless ethanol microfluidic fuel cell. J Phys Conf Ser. 
2015;660:012131. doi:10.1088/1742-6596/660/1/012131.
 35. Neto SA, Milton RD, Hickey DP, et al. Membraneless enzymatic ethanol/
O2 fuel cell: transitioning from an air-breathing Pt-based cathode to a 
bilirubin oxidase-based biocathode. J Power Sources. 2016;324:208–14. 
doi:10.1016/j.jpowsour.2016.05.073.
 36. Brouzgou A, Podias A, Tsiakaras P. PEMFCs and AEMFCs directly fed 
with ethanol: a current status comparative review. J Appl Electrochem. 
2013;43:119–36. doi:10.1007/s10800-012-0513-2.
 37. Zakaria Z, Kamarudin SK, Timmiati SN. Membranes for direct ethanol 
fuel cells: an overview. Appl Energy. 2016;163:334–42. doi:10.1016/j.
apenergy.2015.10.124.
 38. Malati P, Mehrotra P, Minoofar P, et al. Diffusion-driven proton exchange 
membrane fuel cell for converting fermenting biomass to electricity. 
Bioresour Technol. 2015;194:394–8. doi:10.1016/j.biortech.2015.07.001.
 39. Mackie DM, Liu S, Benyamin M, et al. Direct utilization of fermenta-
tion products in an alcohol fuel cell. J Power Sources. 2013;232:34–41. 
doi:10.1016/j.jpowsour.2013.01.077.
 40. Stanley JNG, Worthington K, Heinroth F, et al. Designing nano-
scopic, fluxional bimetallic Pt–Ru alloy hydrogenation catalysts for 
improved sulfur tolerance. Catal Today. 2011;178:164–71. doi:10.1016/j.
cattod.2011.09.014.
 41. Borup R, Meyers J, Pivovar B, et al. Scientific aspects of polymer electrolyte 
fuel cell durability and degradation. Chem Rev. 2007;107:3904–51. 
doi:10.1021/cr050182l.
 42. Jie X, Shao Z-G, Hou J, et al. The influence of sodium ion as a poten-
tial fuel impurity on the direct methanol fuel cells. Electrochim Acta. 
2010;55:4783–8. doi:10.1016/j.electacta.2010.03.035.
 43. Jahnke JP, Mackie DM, Benyamin M et al. Performance study of sugar-
yeast-ethanol bio-hybrid fuel cells. In: Dhar NK, Dutta AK, editors. 
Proceedings of SPIE 9493, energy harvesting and storage: materials, 
devices, and applications VI. Bellingham: Intl Soc Opt Eng; 2015. p. 1–8. 
doi:10.1117/12.2176465.
 44. Ghumman A, Li G, Bennett DV, Pickup PG. Online analysis of carbon 
dioxide from a direct ethanol fuel cell. J Power Sources. 2009;194:286–90. 
doi:10.1016/j.jpowsour.2009.05.020.
 45. Rousseau S, Coutanceau C, Lamy C, Léger J-M. Direct ethanol fuel cell 
(DEFC): electrical performances and reaction products distribution under 
operating conditions with different platinum-based anodes. J Power 
Sources. 2006;158:18–24. doi:10.1016/j.jpowsour.2005.08.027.
 46. Wang Q, Sun GQ, Cao L, et al. High performance direct ethanol fuel cell 
with double-layered anode catalyst layer. J Power Sources. 2008;177:142–
7. doi:10.1016/j.jpowsour.2007.11.040.
Page 13 of 13Benyamin et al. Biotechnol Biofuels  (2017) 10:68 
 47. Taneda K, Yamazaki Y. Study of direct type ethanol fuel cells: analy-
sis of anode products and effect of acetaldehyde. Electrochim Acta. 
2006;52:1627–31. doi:10.1016/j.electacta.2006.03.093.
 48. Jahnke JP, Hoyt T, LeFors HM, et al. Aspergillus oryzae–Saccharomyces cer-
evisiae consortium allows bio-hybrid fuel cell to run on complex carbohy-
drates. Microorganisms. 2016;4:10. doi:10.3390/microorganisms4010010.
 49. Stanbury P, Whitaker A, Hall S. The recovery and purification of fermenta-
tion products. Principles of fermentation technology. 3rd ed. Oxford: 
Butterworth-Heinemann; 2017. p. 619–86.
 50. Enache DI, Edwards JK, Landon P, et al. Solvent-free oxidation of primary 
alcohols to aldehydes using Au–Pd/TiO2 catalysts. Science. 2006;311:362–
5. doi:10.1126/science.1120560.
 51. Barzagli F, Mani F, Peruzzini M. From greenhouse gas to feedstock: forma-
tion of ammonium carbamate from CO2 and NH3 in organic solvents and 
its catalytic conversion into urea under mild conditions. Green Chem. 
2011;13:1267–74. doi:10.1039/C0GC00674B.
 52. Ingram LO, Conway T, Clark DP, et al. Genetic engineering of ethanol 
production in Escherichia coli. Appl Environ Microbiol. 1987;53:2420–5.
 53. Cai D, Chen H, Chen C, et al. Gas stripping–pervaporation hybrid process 
for energy-saving product recovery from acetone–butanol–ethanol 
(ABE) fermentation broth. Chem Eng J. 2016;287:1–10. doi:10.1016/j.
cej.2015.11.024.
 54. Dubreuil MFS, Vandezande P, Van Hecke WHS, Porto-Carrero WJ, 
Dotremont CTE. Study on ageing/fouling phenomena and the effect of 
upstream nanofiltration on in situ product recovery of n-butanol through 
poly[1-(trimethylsilyl)-1-propyne] pervaporation membranes. J Membr 
Sci. 2013;447:134–43. doi:10.1016/j.memsci.2013.07.032.
 55. Vane LM, Alvarez FR, Rosenblaum L, Govindaswamy S. Efficient ethanol 
recovery from yeast fermentation broth with integrated distillation–
membrane process. Ind Eng Chem Res. 2013;52:1033–41. doi:10.1021/
ie2024917.
 56. Svec HJ, Clyde DD. Vapor pressures of some α-amino acids. J Chem Eng 
Data. 1965;10:151–2. doi:10.1021/je60025a024.
 57. Ghumman A, Pickup PG. Efficient electrochemical oxidation of ethanol 
to carbon dioxide in a fuel cell at ambient temperature. J Power Sources. 
2008;179:280–5. doi:10.1016/j.jpowsour.2007.12.071.
 58. Yuan W, Zhou B, Deng J, et al. Overview on the developments of vapor-
feed direct methanol fuel cells. Int J Hydrog Energy. 2014;39:6689–704. 
doi:10.1016/j.ijhydene.2014.02.002.
 59. Shukla AK, Christensen PA, Hamnett A, Hogarth MP. A vapour-feed direct-
methanol fuel cell with proton-exchange membrane electrolyte. J Power 
Sources. 1995;55:87–91. doi:10.1016/0378-7753(94)02150-2.
 60. Shukla AK, Jackson CL, Scott K, Murgia G. A solid-polymer electrolyte 
direct methanol fuel cell with a mixed reactant and air anode. J Power 
Sources. 2002;111:43–51. doi:10.1016/S0378-7753(02)00232-X.
 61. Rice J, Faghri A. Analysis of a passive vapor feed direct metha-
nol fuel cell. Int J Heat Mass Transf. 2008;51:948–59. doi:10.1016/j.
ijheatmasstransfer.2007.08.025.
 62. Shaharom NH, Noboru K, Sumio K. Methanol crossover reduc-
tion by vapor fed direct methanol fuel cell. Int J Chem Environ Eng. 
2011;2:97–102.
 63. Jahnke JP, Benyamin MS, Sumner JJ, Mackie DM. Using reverse osmosis 
membranes to couple direct ethanol fuel cells with ongoing fermenta-
tions. Ind Eng Chem Res. 2016;55:12091–8. doi:10.1021/acs.iecr.6b02915.
 64. Shironita S, Sato K, Yoshitake K, Umeda M. Pt–Ru/C anode performance of 
polymer electrolyte fuel cell under carbon dioxide atmosphere. Electro-
chim Acta. 2016;206:254–8. doi:10.1016/j.electacta.2016.04.122.
 65. Seader JD, Henley EJ, Roper DK. Separation process principles. 3rd ed. 
New York: Wiley; 2010. p. 35–78.
 66. Mackie DM, Jahnke JP, Benyamin MS, Sumner JJ. Simple, fast, and 
accurate methodology for quantitative analysis using Fourier transform 
infrared spectroscopy, with bio-hybrid fuel cell examples. MethodsX. 
2016;. doi:10.1016/j.mex.2016.02.002.
 67. Pereira JP, Falcão DS, Oliveira VB, Pinto AMFR. Performance of a passive 
direct ethanol fuel cell. J Power Sources. 2014;256:14–9. doi:10.1016/j.
jpowsour.2013.12.036.
 68. Ling J, Longtin G, Savadogo O. Comparison of ethanol and methanol 
crossover through different MEA components and structures by cyclic 
voltammetry. Asia-Pac J Chem Eng. 2009;4:25–32. doi:10.1002/apj.194.
 69. Zhao Q, Carro N, Ryu HY, Benziger J. Sorption and transport of metha-
nol and ethanol in H+-nafion. Polymer. 2012;53:1267–76. doi:10.1016/j.
polymer.2012.01.050.
 70. An L, Zhao TS, Li YS. Carbon-neutral sustainable energy technology: 
direct ethanol fuel cells. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 2015;50:1462–8. 
doi:10.1016/j.rser.2015.05.074.
 71. Lamy C, Rousseau S, Belgsir EM, Coutanceau C, Léger JM. Recent 
progress in the direct ethanol fuel cell, development of new platinum-
tin electrocatalysts. Electrochem Acta. 2004;49:3901–8. doi:10.1016/j.
electacta.2004.01.078.
 72. Mallick RK, Thombre SB, Shrivastava NK. Vapor feed direct methanol 
fuel cells (DMFCs): a review. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 2016;56:51–74. 
doi:10.1016/j.rser.2015.11.039.
 73. Park J, Scibioha MA, Kima S, Kima H, Oha I, Leeb TG, Haa HY. Investiga-
tions of performance degradation and mitigation strategies in direct 
methanol fuel cells. Int J Hydrog Energy. 2009;34:2043–51. doi:10.1016/j.
ijhydene.2008.10.092.
 74. Zainoodin AM, Kamarudin SK, Masdar MS, Daud WRW, Mohamad AB, 
Sahari J. Investigation of MEA degradation in a passive direct methanol 
fuel cell under different modes of operation. Appl Energy. 2014;135:364–
72. doi:10.1016/j.apenergy.2014.08.036.
 75. Larminie J, Dicks A. Fuel cell systems explained. 2nd ed. New York: Wiley; 
2003. p. 110–2.
 76. Paraggio M, Fiore C. Screening of Saccharomyces cerevisiae wine 
strains for the production of acetic acid. World J Microbiol Biotechnol. 
2004;20:743–7. doi:10.1007/s11274-004-4516-y.
 77. Pinchuk GE, Hill EA, Geydebrekht OV, et al. Constraint-based model of 
Shewanella oneidensis MR-1 metabolism: a tool for data analysis and 
hypothesis generation. PLoS Comput Biol. 2010;6:e1000822. doi:10.1371/
journal.pcbi.1000822.
 78. He Q, Sanford RA. Characterization of Fe(III) reduction by chlororespiring 
Anaeromxyobacter dehalogenans. Appl Environ Microbiol. 2003;69:2712–
8. doi:10.1128/AEM.69.5.2712-2718.2003.
 79. Esteve-Núñez A, Rothermich M, Sharma M, Lovley D. Growth of Geobacter 
sulfurreducens under nutrient-limiting conditions in continuous culture. 
Environ Microbiol. 2005;7:641–8. doi:10.1111/j.1462-2920.2005.00731.x.
 80. Franks AE, Nevin KP. Microbial fuel cells: a current review. Energies. 
2010;3:899–919. doi:10.3390/en3050899.
 81. Mook WT, Chakrabarti MH, Aroua MK, et al. Removal of total ammonia 
nitrogen (TAN), nitrate and total organic carbon (TOC) from aquaculture 
wastewater using electrochemical technology: a review. Desalination. 
2012;285:1–13. doi:10.1016/j.desal.2011.09.029.
 82. Parameswaran P, Bry T, Popat SC, Lusk BG, Rittmann BE, Torres CI. Kinetic, 
electrochemical, and microscopic characterization of the thermophilic, 
anode-respiring bacterium Thermincola ferriacetica. Environ Sci Technol. 
2013;47:4934–40. doi:10.1021/es400321c.
